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INTRODUCTION
The first-person pronoun is one of the major features working in the construction of the writer's identity (Ivanič, 1998; Ivanič & Camps, 2001) . It is involved in positioning the writer's interest, world view and attitudes about reality (i.e., ideational positioning) and building the relationship between the writer and the reader (i.e., interpersonal positioning) (Ivanič, 1998; Ivanič & Camps, 2001) . That is, the writer's use of the pronoun can impact how reality is perceived in writing and to what extent the writer's authority is shown to the reader, thereby influencing "how their message is received" (Hyland, 2001 (Hyland, , 2002b . In that sense, in combination with the cotext including boosters, hedges and other evaluation features (Harwood, 2005a (Harwood, , 2005b Hyland, 2005) , the first-person pronoun is considered to function as a metadiscourse feature (Mur Dueñas, 2007) .
Previous studies on the first-person pronoun to date have tended to focus on its use in academic writing such as research articles or theses/dissertations (Harwood, 2005a (Harwood, , 2005b (Harwood, , 2005c (Harwood, , 2006 Hyland, 2001 Hyland, , 2002a Hyland, , 2002b Hyland, , 2003 Ivanič & Camps, 2001; Kuo, 1999; Martínez, 2005; Mur Dueñas, 2007; Salazar, Ventura, & Verdaguer, 2013; Samraj, 2008; Sheldon, 2009) . For example, the use of the pronoun was compared between different disciplines (Harwood, 2005c; Hyland, 2001 Hyland, , 2003 Salazar et al., 2013; Samraj, 2008) , between NS and NNS corpora of research articles (Martínez, 2005) , or between NS corpora of research articles written in different L1s (Mur Dueñas, 2007; Salazar et al., 2013; Sheldon, 2009) . Hyland (2002a Hyland ( , 2002b and Ivanič and Camps (2001) further analyzed how NNS students used the first-person pronoun in their academic papers.
According to the findings of the previous studies, the usage of the first-person pronoun in academic writing showed different patterns depending on disciplines (Harwood, 2005c (Harwood, , 2006 Hyland, 2001; Salazar et al., 2013; Samraj, 2008) . However, regardless of soft or hard disciplines, the pronoun was deployed for specific purposes such as emphasizing the writer's achievements or constructing the writer's image as a qualified researcher (Harwood, 2005b; Hyland, 2001 Hyland, , 2003 . In contrast to experts' academic writing, L2 students were reluctant to use the function of the first-person pronoun expressing their authorship or responsibility, such as elaborating an argument and stating results or claims (Hyland, 2002a) . Likewise, there were differences in the usage of the pronoun between native speaking (NS) and Spanish-speaking non-native speaking (NNS) researchers (Martínez, 2005) . It was found that significant differences were found especially in the results and discussion sections, and that NNS researchers were likely to use the pronoun for limited purposes. In general, these studies, which addressed the first-person pronoun in academic writing, usually paid attention to the acquisition of target discourse features rather than the acquisition of the target language. In other words, the writers were not considered as language learners who needed to develop their language skills, but as novice scholars who needed to acquire the writing conventions of their academic discourse communities. Since the writers were relatively proficient English users, the findings of these studies cannot be directly generalized to other forms of L2 writing instruction, especially instruction on L2 essay writing for undergraduate students.
In previous research on L2 writing, there have been increasing attempts to utilize learner corpora to identify the overuse, underuse, or misuse of certain L2 features in comparison with L1 or other L2 counterparts (e.g., Aijmer, 2002; Altenberg & Granger, 2001; Altenberg & Tapper, 1998; Díez-Bedmar & Papp, 2008; Laufer & Waldman, 2011; Oh, 2007 Oh, , 2009a Oh, , 2009b Oh, , 2009c Park, 2013; Tankó, 2004) . It has been suggested that learner corpora contribute to an understanding of second/foreign language acquisition and the development of target language teaching (Granger, 2002 (Granger, , 2004 (Granger, , 2009 Nesselhauf, 2004) . However, previous corpus studies usually focused on lexico-grammatical features such as verbs, modalities, adverbial connectors, articles and collocations, and thus the selfrepresentation of writers, which can impact on their images, messages and relationship with readers (Hyland, 2005; Ivanič, 1998; Ivanič & Camps, 2001) , has rarely been examined in learner corpus research.
In the present study, given that there is a relatively limited amount of research on the first-person pronoun in L2 essay writing, the pronoun I was analyzed in undergraduate students' English argumentative writing. In particular, to address the lack of research on the first-person pronoun in learner corpora, NS and Korean NNS corpora were used in this study. For analysis, the components of English argumentative writing were extracted from SKELC (the Seoul National University Korean-speaking English Learner Corpus) and LOCNESS (Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays), respectively. This study first compared the frequencies and discourse functions of the pronoun between the two groups of student writers. Furthermore, it also compared lexical verbs collocating with the pronoun to diagnose what is particularly challenging in Korean L2 writing. The research questions for this study are thus as follows:
1. How frequently does the first-person pronoun I occur in the NS and KNNS corpora, respectively? Is there any difference between them? 2. How frequently are the respective discourse functions of the first-person pronoun I used in the NS and KNNS corpora, respectively? Is there any difference between them? 3. What expressions are often used in conjunction with the first-person pronoun I in the NS and KNNS corpora, respectively? Is there any difference between them?
FIRST-PERSON PRONOUN USE IN L2 ESSAY WRITING
Compared to previous studies on the first-person pronoun in novice scholars' academic writing, there is a relatively limited amount of research on EFL/ESL students' use of the pronoun in L2 essay writing (McCrostie, 2008; Petch-Tyson, 1998; Ryoo, 2010; Tang & John, 1999) . First, Petch-Tyson (1998) compared Writer/Reader (W/R) visibility between NS and European (e.g., French, Dutch, Swedish and Finnish) NNS English writing in the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE). In this study, W/R visibility features included first-person and second-person pronouns. The findings showed that the firstperson pronoun occurred more frequently in NNS writing than in NS writing. The pronoun I was often combined with past tense verbs which describe personal experience in the NS and Finnish NNS corpora, while this tendency was rarely observed in the Dutch and French NNS corpora. On the other hand, in the French, Dutch and Swedish NNS corpora, this pronoun was mainly used to describe the writer's ideas or roles. Petch-Tyson argued that W/R visibility features do not necessarily lead to a violation of the traditional convention for written discourse. She suggested that it is necessary to inquire into whether the difference in the features derives from cultural differences, instructional differences, writing topics, or students' different perceptions of written assignments.
In line with Petch-Tyson's (1998) study, McCrostie (2008) examined W/R visibility features in the English argumentative essays of Japanese college students at the intermediate or upper intermediate level. Japanese students had neither written in English nor received any instruction in academic writing, even in Japanese, before college entrance. Similar to the European NNS students in Petch-Tyson's study, Japanese students used more first-person pronouns than NS students. However, this pronoun was discovered less in the second-year students' writing than in that of the first-year students. While the pronoun I was often used to narrate personal experience or provide support to one's argument in the NS corpus, it was mainly used to express one's ideas in the Japanese NNS corpus in combination with the verb think. Based on these findings, McCrostie concluded that the overuse of the first-person pronoun is a developmental problem. In particular, given that the frequency of the first-person pronoun decreased in the writing of the sophomore students who received proper instruction in academic writing, he argued that the use of the pronoun is related to academic writing instruction. Tang and John (1999) collected 1000-word explanatory essays which twenty-seven college students in Singapore had written on the topic of the English language as "a bastard language" (p. S29). In their study, the functions of the first-person pronoun were classified into six categories: the representative, the guide through the essay, the architect of the essay, the recounter of the research process, the opinion holder and the originator. Tang and John's examples for each category are as follows:
It resulted in the English we know today. (representative) Moreover, from example 1, we observed that there is an absence of the determiner article, 'the' and pronoun, 'that.' (guide through the essay) In this essay, I will discuss the bastard status of English from the pre-English period (-AD 450) to Middle English (c. 1100-1450). (architect of the essay) I tape recorded a conversation with each co-researcher about the role of literacy in their lives, past and present. (recounter of the research process; an example which Tang and John borrowed from Ivanič (1998) due to the lack of its occurrences in their study) I think Kushwant Singh has managed to succinctly convey the essence of the English Language with his phrase 'bastard language.' (opinion holder) To me the phrase embodies the whole evolution process of the language to its present day status. (originator) Among these categories, the most frequent roles were the representative and the guide, both of which were usually expressed in the plural form (we or us), whereas the opinion holder and the originator occurred less often than the others. Based on these findings, Tang and John argued that the students were reluctant to use the discourse function of the firstperson pronoun emphasizing authorial presence and maintained passive attitudes to avoid being the target of criticism by not using it. Given that essay readers usually expect writers to clarify their positions, Tang and John suggested the need to enable students to use a variety of pronoun functions in their essays. Ryoo (2010) developed six categories based on the taxonomies of Tang and John (1999) and Hyland (2002a) to analyze the discourse functions of the first-person pronoun in twenty-eight Korean EFL students' opinion essays in English. Her taxonomy consisted of stating a goal/purpose, guiding through the essay, providing information/experience, expressing self-benefits, giving opinions and making claims and stating a desire. The following are Ryoo's examples for each category:
I have three suggestions here to make a better university. (stating a goal/purpose) To develop the school to be a global university, we now are going to search the ways. (guiding through the essay) I heard some university have good systems to help those students. (providing information/experience) Because of this assignment, I had a chance to think about it. (expressing self-benefits) I think what matters is that they need to have confidence when talking to foreigners.
(giving opinions and making claims) I want our university to have many public relations to high school students. (stating a desire) Ryoo (2010) found that the beginner-level students used more first-person plural pronouns than the intermediate-level students, who used more first-person singular pronouns than their counterparts. She interpreted these results as the influence of the first language and Korean collectivist culture. In this study, unlike Tang and John's (1999) findings, the students were not reluctant to use the function of giving opinions and making claims.
Although only a few studies have been conducted on the use of the first-person pronoun in undergraduate students' L2 essay writing, they do not show uniform results. Except for Singaporean students, this pronoun was actively used for providing opinions by other NNS students such as French, Dutch, Swedish, Japanese and Korean students. Among the previous studies, only Tang and John (1999) and Ryoo (2010) investigated the discourse functions of the pronoun in EFL/ESL students' essay writing. However, they dealt with a limited number of essays, and thus their findings cannot be generalized to a larger population. Furthermore, these studies did not include a reference group of data for comparison. There is thus a need for a further study to compare the roles that the pronoun performs between a larger size of NS and NNS corpora. In the present study, the firstperson pronoun I was compared between NS and Korean NNS corpora of English argumentative writing to reveal and understand the difference between the two groups in terms of the self-representation and language use of L1 and L2 writers.
MATERIALS AND METHODS

Corpus Data
In the present study, the argumentative writing components of a Korean learner corpus SKELC and a native English corpus LOCNESS were used as primary data.
1 The details of the corpora are provided in this section.
Korean learner corpus
The learner corpus used in this study was developed at the English Writing Center of the College English Program (CEP) at Seoul National University, and is known as the Seoul National University Korean-speaking English Learner Corpus (SKELC). Undergraduate students at this university were required to take TEPS (Test of English Proficiency, developed by Seoul National University) and take English courses according to their TEPS scores. For example, the course College English 1 targeted students with TEPS scores 550-701, while the course English Foundations included students with TEPS scores below 550.
1 I wish to thank the College English Program (CEP) of Seoul National University, Korea, and the Centre for English Corpus Linguistics (CECL) Université catholique de Louvain, Belgium, for allowing me to use SKELC and LOCNESS, respectively.
Students were required to visit the English Writing Center to qualify for 5% of the overall course credit. They first had to watch a twenty-minute video which introduced the process and structure of English writing. After that, they had to choose one of the given topics and write a paragraph/essay, which was to be uploaded to the center's homepage before their visit. During the writing process, they were not prevented from consulting any language references such as bilingual dictionaries, and their writings can be classified as untimed writings.
In this study, the writings collected in 2012 were used; 745 writings and 537 writings were assembled in the first and second semesters, respectively. All of the writings (1282 writings) were written by students who had signed a research consent form. Each semester, twelve topics were provided, with one-half for cause/effect writing and the other half for argumentative writing. For a direct comparison with the NS corpus, only argumentative writings were used, and their topics are presented in Appendices A and B. To control for the English proficiency level within the learner corpus, the argumentative writings by the students with TEPS Grade 2 (equivalent to iBT TOEFL 86-99 according to the TEPS conversion table), who constituted the main population of the course College English 1 and the learner corpus writers, were selected and used as primary data (213 writings and 127 writings, respectively, for the first and second semesters). They are referred to as CEPARG (i.e., argumentative writings obtained from the College English Program) in this paper. This KNNS corpus consists of 84,733 running words (measured by the WordList Tool in WordSmith Tools, Version 6.0.0.155) and 340 writings.
Native corpus
LOCNESS (Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays) contains 324,304 words of English writing written by British and American college and university students. This corpus consists of two components, argumentative essays and literary-mixed essays. To control for the genre variable and make a direct comparison with the learner corpus, only argumentative essays were extracted and used as primary data in this study. The single file of the LOCNESS argumentative essays (i.e., USARG.txt) was divided into different text files according to essays so that the distribution of the first-person pronoun could be identified. The LOCNESS manual states that the argumentative component consists of 149,574 words and 176 essays. However, the essay IND-0022.1 was missing in the corpus, and thus 175 essay files were created, with a total of 149,629 tokens. The topics of the essays included social or individual issues such as euthanasia, capital punishment, legalization of marijuana, gun control, curfew, cheating in colleges, divorce, and great inventions and discoveries of the 20th century. Both timed and untimed essays constituted the argumentative writing component. In this paper, this component is referred to as LOCARG (i.e., argumentative writings extracted from LOCNESS). A brief overview of the two corpora is provided in Table 1 .
Data Analysis
In the present study, the first-person singular pronoun I was examined in the CEPARG and LOCARG corpora. Since this study dealt with a much larger amount of data than previous studies and aimed to compare the direct representation of the writer's identity between the KNNS and NS groups, it focused on the nominative case I, which exhibits a higher degree of authorial presence than the other cases (Mur Dueñas, 2007) . In the CEPARG and LOCARG corpora, the total frequency of I was 638 and 677 occurrences, respectively. Among them, however, 4 and 10 occurrences, respectively, were typos or were not the pronoun, and thus they were excluded from the analysis. In addition, the firstperson pronoun which does not refer to the writer was also excluded in this study. After these occurrences were excluded, the total frequency of the first-person singular pronoun I was reduced to 614 and 646 occurrences in the CEPARG and LOCARG corpora, respectively. In identifying the discourse functions of the pronoun, its cotext as well as context was taken into account (Harwood, 2005a (Harwood, , 2005b Mur Dueñas, 2007) . For data analysis, the Concord Tool in WordSmith Tools was used to obtain concordances from both corpora. A log-likelihood test was also performed through the log-likelihood calculator provided from the University Centre for Computer Corpus Research on Language at Lancaster University (http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html).
Taxonomy of Discourse Functions of the First-Person Pronoun I in Essay Writing
The taxonomy of this study (see Table 2 ) was developed based on the taxonomies for the first-person pronoun in essay writing written by undergraduate students (Ryoo, 2010; Tang & John, 1999) rather than those in theses/dissertations or research articles. As in John's (2009 John's ( , 2010 ) studies, where she used a simplified taxonomy consisting of Person, (Academic) Scholar and (Academic) Organizer, the number of main categories was reduced to three (i.e., essay commentator, experience provider and opinion provider) to minimize classification errors and clarify differences between the two corpora. This simplified taxonomy can be easily applied to classroom use for L2 writing instruction as well. The essay commentator is similar to the guide through the essay and the architect of the essay in Tang and John's (1999) study and stating a goal/purpose and guiding through the essay in Ryoo's (2010) study. The writer as the essay commentator explains the essay, introducing its organization, purposes and topics. In its degree of authorial presence, i.e., to what extent the author shows his/her authorship (Tang & John, 1999) , it is the least powerful among the three roles. That is, a sense of the author's existence or individuality is felt least in the essay commentator. The writer who provides additional explanation on what he/she has just said is also classified as the essay commentator. In particular, this role is used for the "monitoring of information flow" (Petch-Tyson, 1998, p. 111) .
The experience provider illustrates the writer's experience or describes a fact about the writer. It is equivalent to Ryoo's (2010) category of providing information/experiences. Since the corpora used consisted of argumentative writing rather than research articles, the recounter of the research process in Tang and John's (1999) study does not appear in this study; however, it is similar to the experience provider, in that it describes the process or experience that the writer has undergone.
The opinion provider corresponds to the opinion-holder and the originator in Tang and John's (1999) study and the role of giving opinions and making claims in Ryoo (2010)'s study. The opinion provider appears when the writer adopts a certain position by providing his/her ideas, opinions, arguments, or judgments. This role features the strongest authorial presence, being easily subject to criticism (Tang & John, 1999) .
In this paper, examples for each role are presented for better understanding, and they were directly culled from the concordance results. At the end of each example, certain codes such as (LOCARG-422) and (CEPARG-076) were added. While the letter code represents which corpora the example comes from, the number code indicates the number assigned after sorting the concordance results.
RESULTS
Frequency and Distribution of the First-Person Pronoun I
In total, as displayed in Table 3 , the self-referential first-person singular pronoun I occurred 614 and 646 times in the CEPARG and LOCARG corpora, respectively. To assess their frequency differences, a log-likelihood test, which considers both the frequency of the search word and the corpus size, was conducted. The result showed that the difference was significant (p < 0.0001). Given that the sizes of the corpora differed, the frequency of the pronoun was normalized per 1,000 tokens and per writing (or writer) for comparison. First, the normalized frequencies of the pronoun per 1,000 tokens in the KNNS and NS corpora were 7.25 and 4.32 occurrences, respectively. On the other hand, the normalized frequencies per essay showed a different result. The first-person pronoun I was used 1.81 and 3.69 times, respectively, per CEPARG and LOCARG essay, with an NNS-NS ratio of 0.49. These contradictory findings, i.e., the higher frequency per 1,000 tokens but lower frequency per essay in the KNNS corpus, suggest the need for a further exploration of differences in the discourse functions that the pronoun served between the two groups of writing.
To compare the distribution of the first-person pronoun between the two corpora, the Plot function of the WordSmith Concord Tool was utilized. It was discovered that the pronoun I was used in 72.7% (247 essays) of the CEPARG essays and 57.1% (100 essays) of the LOCARG essays (see Table 4 ). This pronoun never occurred in 42.9% (75 essays) of the LOCARG essays. In other words, although the pronoun I occurred less frequently within a KNNS essay, it was found in a larger number of KNNS essays, implying that Korean student writers have a stronger tendency to use the pronoun I in their argumentative essays than their NS counterparts.
Frequency of Discourse Functions of the First-Person Pronoun I
In this study, the taxonomy (i.e., essay commentator, experience provider and opinion provider) was formulated to classify the functional roles that the first-person pronoun plays in argumentative writing. The essay commentator was used to explain the essay and introduce its organization, purposes, and topics (Examples (1)- (4)).
(1) To prevent school bullying, I have two suggestions toward school system.
(CEPARG-177) (2) As I mentioned above, I am also sorry for her dismissal. (CEPARG-216) (3) Finally, because I feel that legislation to insure the rights of minorities is necessary, I
plan to discuss how proponents of affirmative action can improve their argument. In addition, the essay commentator also served to provide additional explanation on what had just been said (Examples (5)- (8)). This role tended to rely on verbal processes (Halliday, 1994) especially in the form of I mean, which was used for the "monitoring of information flow" (Petch-Tyson, 1998, p. 111).
(5) What I mean is that she didn't make any illegal act. (CEPARG-212) (6) Of course, I'm not saying that someone pretty will get hired and someone ugly won't. (CEPARG-636) (7) What I mean by this is that if one looks back into the history of the feminist cause, the reason that women banded together was for recognition and equality, not for exclusivity. (LOCARG-391) (8) I'm not suggesting that any of my fellow class mates go out and start smoking weed but I have seen, personally, former class mates of mine light up before study cession, and they have aced their tests the next day. (LOCARG-651)
The experience provider illustrated the writer's experience or described a fact about the writer. The type of experience could be divided into factual experience (Examples (9)- (12)) and hypothetical experience (Examples (13)- (16)). For factual or hypothetical experience, material verbs (e.g., stay and watch) and relational verbs (e.g., be) (Halliday, 1994) were likely to occur. Both factual and hypothetical experiences were often used to support the writer's argument as supporting details (McCrostie, 2008) .
(9) When I was in high school, I experienced that kind of adaption. (CEPARG-605) (10) I watched Japanese drama with my friends named "One Love" five years ago.
(CEPARG-610) (11) I am a 21 year old male. (LOCARG-018) (12) It was a cold January day, and I had stayed home from work that day because I had a high fever and cold. (LOCARG-258) (13) So if I were a school president, I would make many events for making deep relationship with students and teachers. (CEPARG-611) (14) If I had the chance to choose a teammate, I would also likely pick out such person with good appearance. (CEPARG-624) (15) For example: if I were a person who dresses the way society wants me to dress I would tend to fit in better with the influential people in society which would make me socially oriented. (LOCARG-573) (16) But, w/out the use of computers I would still be struggling w/ the secretary in the International Programs Office at Boston University, no doubt. (LOCARG-621)
As in Petch-Tyson's (1998) study, the writer's experience also included emotional experience (Examples (17)- (20)). Cognitive experience was also added to this category (Examples (21)- (24)). Among the process types, part of mental processes, especially those of affection (e.g., like) and perception (e.g., find) (Halliday, 1994) , were involved in the occurrence of I as a provider of emotional or cognitive experience.
(17) I have been surprised when a teacher from public middle school said that there were no means to prohibit bullying students. (CEPARG-166) (18) What a ridiculous dismissal! I was so shocked after hearing this news because I had never imagined this kind of inappropriate dismissal in the US. (CEPARG-607) (19) Not many people go to the multicultural center, but it was built and I like it.
(LOCARG-379) (20) I feel afraid when our society relies so heavily on a bunch of wires. (LOCARG-183) (21) Yet, keep playing it to kill time, I could find myself enjoying the game and feeling delight when monsters were bleeding. (CEPARG-072) (22) Last week, I learned that a person's personality is usually uniform in her or his whole lifetime in psychology class. (CEPARG-199) (23) As I was researching my topic, using infotrac 2000, I found there were many entries on New Age ideas that came from the publication Christianity Today.
(LOCARG-234) (24) As I got older I realized that this was not true. Unlike Petch-Tyson's (1998) study, however, given that the verb feel can be used not only to express the writer's emotion (Example (20)) but also to reveal the position that he/she adopts by describing his/her judgment, the following Is (Examples (25)-(26)) were categorized as an opinion provider.
(25) I have felt that corporal punishment is needed in my boy's high school. (CEPARG-167) (26) Because of the differences in personalities and ambition, I feel it is vital that in today's society men and women should be financially reward for their individual efforts. Lastly, the opinion provider served to provide the writer's ideas, opinions, arguments, or judgments (Examples (27)- (30)). This role was likely to appear in company with part of the mental process of cognition such as think and believe (Halliday, 1994) .
(27) In conclusion, I think corporal punishment is not an effective disciplinary tool to maintain order in school. (CEPARG-312) (28) However, I am strongly against this opinion stated above since in reality, most people have a tendency to prefer people with good impression. (CEPARG-042) (29) I think that the jury made the right decision by not giving Susan Smith the death penalty. (LOCARG-485) (30) After researching this subject in the library, talking to peers, and experiencing cheaters on a first hand basis, I believe that establishing a strict honor code, like the University of Virginia, is the best way to ensure and honest academic environment. (LOCARG-061)
As shown in Table 5 , in the NS corpus, the experience provider and the opinion provider accounted for 53.9% (N = 348) and 36.7% (N = 237), respectively, whereas the opinion provider accounted for solely 77.5% (N = 476) in the KNNS corpus. That is, while the pronoun was used to provide the writer's experience as well as his/her opinion in the NS corpus, it mainly occurred as the opinion provider in the KNNS corpus. Although the writer may risk being the target of criticism by using the opinion provider (Tang & John, 1999) , this role was much more frequently used by Korean students than any other role. On the other hand, the percentages of the essay commentator were similar in both corpora (9.3% in the KNNS corpus and 9.4% in the NS corpus) The differences in KNNS and NS writers' preferences for certain discourse functions of the first-person pronoun may explain the contradictory findings in the normalized frequencies and distribution of the pronoun (see Section 4.1). As described above, the experience provider was usually used to support the writer's argument by providing information about him/her or describing experience that he/she had underwent. As a result, once the writer started talking about himself/herself, the pronoun I as the experience provider was likely to continue to occur (Example (31)). However, Korean student writers tended to use the pronoun primarily as the opinion provider, and it did not require repetitive occurrence. Therefore, despite the higher number of and the wider distribution of the pronoun in the learner corpus, it occurred less frequently within a KNNS essay.
(31) I always told myself that even though they did it back in the 70's it still wasn't right.
I am a product of the just say no age. From way back when I was in the third grade the schools have been pounding it in my head "Just Say No". I never gave it any thought I figured the world was set up so that if you stayed off and away from drugs you would live a better life. As I got older I realized that this was not true. The people that I know who sell marijuana had nice clothes and drove nice cars. The Columbian suppliers make millions every year. The American government officials who see and don't see make mega bucks, and most of these officials are the same guys who keep weed illegal. (SCU-0013.2) 2
Expressions Used for the First-Person Pronoun I
In this study, the Clusters function of the WordSmith Concord Tool was also used to examine words that occur together in the concordances of the pronoun I. Table 6 shows the top 15 lists of the clusters in the KNNS and NS corpora. The list from the NS corpus includes various verbs such as be and have as well as feel, believe and think. On the other hand, the verb think is predominant in the list of the KNNS corpus in various forms such as I think that, I think it, so I think, but I think and I think the.
2 This excerpt is taken from a LOCARG essay where the first-person pronoun I occurred most frequently (32 occurrences). SCU-0013.2, the original code assigned to this essay, is added to this excerpt rather than 7 individual concordance codes. Given that the verb figure means "to think or decide that something will happen or is true," the pronoun I in the sentence "I figured the world was set up" was classified as an opinion provider and thus was not marked. The verbs be and have do not appear at all in the KNNS list. While the past tense and the present perfect as well as the present tenses appear in the list of the NS corpus, most instances in the KNNS list are marked by the present tense, especially the present tense of think. These findings can also be attributable to the differences in the discourse functions of the pronoun between the two corpora. Since the experience provider requires various expressions in the past or present perfect tense to tell the writer's past experience, it is understandable that the list of the NS corpus, which features a higher degree of reliance on the experience provider, contains a wider variety of expressions and tenses.
Given that the largest difference between the two corpora lay in the usage of the opinion provider, and that more tokens of think were found in the KNNS corpus, the collocating verbs were further investigated by manually analyzing all of the lexical verbs which cooccurred with the pronoun as the opinion provider in each corpus. As shown in Table 7 , the NS corpus had a longer list of the verb lemmas despite the lower frequency of I as the opinion provider (N = 237). This suggests that a wider variety of verbs were used for the opinion provider, ranging from condemn, contend and concur to be in favor of, be confident and be opposite. In the KNNS corpus, the verb lemma think accounted for 70.8% (N = 337). Although think also ranked first in the NS corpus, it merely accounted for 22.8% (N = 54). These findings confirm that, compared to NS writers, KNNS writers suffer from a lack of expressions required to situate themselves in a certain position and to present their arguments to readers. This lack of variety, combined with a heavy reliance on think, clearly indicates a developmental writing problem of Korean L2 students.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS
In the present study, the pronoun I referring to the writer was compared between the NS and KNNS corpora of English argumentative writing. The normalized frequency of the pronoun per 1,000 running words was higher in the KNNS corpus than that in the NS corpus. On the other hand, its normalized frequency per essay (or writer) was lower in the KNNS corpus, but showed a wider distribution. These contradictory findings may be attributable to the differences in the discourse roles of the pronoun (especially the experience provider and the opinion provider) used between the two corpora. For example, in the KNNS corpus, the pronoun was primarily used as the opinion provider, which generally does not require its repeated use within an essay. This tendency was found more widely in Korean student writers' essays, thereby increasing the number of essays where the pronoun was used. Korean students' tendency to overuse the pronoun as the opinion provider in English argumentative writing is consistent with earlier research on other EFL students such as French, Dutch, Swedish and Japanese students (McCrostie, 2008; PetchTyson, 1998 ), but not with Ryoo's (2010) study on her undergraduate Korean students.
In Ryoo's (2010) study, 42.93% of the first-person pronouns were used for providing information/experience followed by giving opinions and making claims (37.91%) without a significant difference between the beginning-level and intermediate-level groups. The pronouns for providing information/experience (i.e., experience provider) were usually combined with sensory verbs in the past tense (e.g., I watched or I heard). Unlike the present study, Ryoo (2010) analyzed all first-person pronouns including I, my, me, we, our and us. However, she did not provide data on the discourse functions of each pronoun. In contrast with the students in her study, the students in this study rather showed a certain reluctance to use I as an experience provider. That is, they rarely described their life experience or personal information in their writing, thereby maintaining the impersonal style of supporting details and examples. Their existence is still clear in their writing, however, through the opinion provider, which features the strongest authorial presence (Tang & John, 1999) .
The findings of this study also seem to contrast with those of Tang and John's (1999) study, in which the opinion-holder and the originator appeared less frequently than the representative and the guide throughout the essay. As indicated by Ryoo (2010) , these disparate results may be due to the use of different essay genres. Unlike the present study, which analyzed argumentative essays, the essay genre in Tang and John's study was explanatory writing, which does not necessarily require the direct representation of the writer's position. Furthermore, compared to the typical English essays that language learners write in their language classroom, the essays analyzed in their study can be characterized by more aspects of the academic discourse. For example, the essays of both the NS and KNNS corpora in the present study usually addressed social or familiar topics such as euthanasia or curfew in the NS corpus, and the online game shutdown system or school bullying in the KNNS corpus. All that was required of the students was providing their own ideas based on their own knowledge, and this knowledge may have been constructed through not only school education but also the mass media or students' first-/second-hand experiences (see Ivanič, 1998) . In the KNNS corpus, the students' readers were English language instructors whose primary attention usually focused on their correct use of the target language used to express their ideas. As a result, the students did not have to adjust their ideas or modulate their authorial voices to satisfy their readers' expectations.
In Tang and John's (1999) study, on the other hand, the students were requested to write about Kushwant Singh's argument that "English is a bastard language" (p. S29), "explaining a given quotation using material taught on the course" (p. S29, italics added). As a result, the student writers were situated within the academic discourse, drawing upon the sources that their instructor-reader-evaluator had provided. In other words, through writing, they needed to show their correct understanding of what had been taught to their reader, who was their instructor and evaluator of the very contents they were using. Therefore, the different preferences for the discourse functions between the previous studies may be the result of several factors, including not only the genres of essays and the types of essay topics but also the discourse community in which the writing is being done, the relationship between the writer and the reader, and the status of the writer in the given community (see Ivanič, 1998; Ivanič & Camps, 2001 ).
In line with the studies on Japanese (McCrostie, 2008) , Turkish (Unaldi, 2013) , Swedish (Aijmer, 2002) and French (Granger, 1998 ) EFL students, Korean student writers also heavily relied on the verb think when they provided their opinions. The overuse of the phrase I think was also confirmed in EFL students' spoken English with a variety of discourse functions served (Baumgarten & House, 2010; Yong, Jingli, & Zhou, 2010) . In that sense, McCrostie regarded I think as "examples of speech being written down and a lack of understanding of academic conventions" (pp. 110-111). In addition, Unaldi (2013) even considered that the overuse and misuse of the phrase serves as an indication of pragmatic fossilization. Given that the phrase I think can function as a hedge or a booster (Aijmer, 1996; Baumgarten & House, 2010; Unaldi, 2013; Yong et al., 2010) , its use can be interpreted as one of the easiest attempts for L2 students to downgrade or upgrade the degree of their arguments when there are few metadiscursive devices at their disposal.
Unlike in essay writing, it has been demonstrated that L2 students rather tended to underuse the first-person pronoun in other genres of academic writing (Hyland, 2002a (Hyland, , 2002b . Given that L2 students typically start writing practices from paragraph writing or essay writing, these disparate results may raise curiosity about what would have happened to them between the two stages of essay writing and academic writing. Many studies indicated inappropriate or conflicting instruction from EAP teachers and textbooks on the use of the first-person pronoun (Harwood, 2005c; Hyland, 2001 Hyland, , 2002a Hyland, , 2002b McCrostie, 2008) . McCrostie (2008) also showed that the number of times the pronoun appeared decreased in the essays written by sophomore students who had received instruction on academic writing. However, as previously suggested (Hyland, 2002b; Tang & John, 1999) , indiscriminate guidelines like "Do not use I in academic writing" can lead students to the complete avoidance of the pronoun use in any writing, even when it is necessary or effective. Therefore, rather than instructing students whether to use it or not, it is more recommendable to increase their awareness of the discursive usage of the pronoun according to genres, disciplines and discourse communities (see Harwood, 2005c Harwood, , 2006 Hyland, 2001 Hyland, , 2002a Hyland, , 2002b Ivanič, 1998; John, 2009 John, , 2010 . For example, Brown (2006) advised business and management graduate students on the usage of the first-person pronoun as follows: "You would therefore be wise to find out what the preference of your supervisor and the 'house style' of your business school is, and to do it their way" (p. 97). Salazar et al. (2013) further stated that academic writers need to identify "which form to use in order to achieve one's rhetorical aims" (p. 139), and this suggestion as well as Brown's advice does not have to be limited to scientific academic writing for graduate students only. L2 student writers likewise need to develop their skills to regulate the degree of their visibility and interaction with readers across various genres ranging from editorials and business letters to lectures (see Fortanet, 2004) and presentations. At the same time, in replacement of the overused phrase I think, it is also necessary to expand L2 students' repertoire of metadiscourse features to achieve certain rhetorical effects they intend for their image, reader and message.
Despite these findings and pedagogical implications, this study has several limitations. First, the learner corpus only included writings of undergraduate students with a certain level of English language proficiency (TEPS Grade 2) at one university in Korea (Seoul National University). As a result, the findings of this study may not be generalizable to other Korean students' writings. In addition, since the writing topics of the KNNS corpus were not identical to those of the NS corpus, a direct comparison between the NS and KNNS corpora may seem questionable. However, given that these writings are usually termed as essays, the present study can be a small but meaningful step toward future corpus studies which will take into account pragmatic, contextual and generic language features in L2 essay writing. In that sense, further research is needed to examine firstperson pronouns used by students with different English language proficiencies across genres. This would help increase the awareness of the discursive usage of the first-person pronoun and provide valuable teaching resources for L2 writing.
5. Do you think a person's looks affect his or her success in the job market? Discuss your opinion of why or why not.
APPENDIX B
Topics for English Argumentative Writing During the Second Semester of 2012
